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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Greg Rockrohr.  My business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 2 

Springfield, Illinois  62701. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I am employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) as a 5 

Senior Electrical Engineer in the Safety and Reliability Division.  In my current 6 

position, I review various planning and operating practices at Illinois electric 7 

utilities and provide opinions or guidance to the Commission through Staff 8 

reports and testimony. 9 

Q. What is your previous work experience? 10 

A. Prior to joining the Commission Staff (“Staff”) in 2001, I was an electrical 11 

engineer at Pacific Gas and Electric Company in California for approximately 18 12 

years.  Prior to that, I was an electrical engineer at Northern Indiana Public 13 

Service Company for approximately 3 years.  I am a registered professional 14 

engineer in the state of California. 15 

Q. What is your educational background? 16 

A. I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering from Valparaiso 17 

University.  While employed in the utility industry and at the Commission, I have 18 

attended numerous classes and conferences relevant to electric utility 19 

operations. 20 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 21 

A. On June 13, 2012, Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd”) filed, as ComEd 22 

Ex. 10.6, an updated distribution loss study that is titled: “2011 ComEd 23 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

 

2 
 

Distribution System Loss Factor Study.”  My testimony describes concerns I have 24 

regarding the content and conclusions in ComEd Ex. 10.6.  Specifically, ComEd 25 

Ex. 10.6 appears to indicate that ComEd used assumptions that are illogical and 26 

incorrect when determining its updated distribution loss factors.  My testimony 27 

recommends that ComEd provide additional explanations addressing these 28 

concerns, either prior to or in its rebuttal testimony.  ComEd’s June 13 filing date 29 

left little time for discovery, and my testimony is intended to inform ComEd about 30 

the specific aspects of its distribution loss study about which I have concerns. 31 

Q. What is the purpose of ComEd’s distribution loss study in this proceeding? 32 

A. My understanding is that ComEd submitted the distribution loss study to quantify 33 

and allocate energy lost when supplying electricity to customers using its 34 

distribution system.  ComEd allocates distribution losses to each customer class 35 

based upon the estimated customer class load during various hours of the day 36 

and the typical distribution facilities used to supply members of each customer 37 

class.  Upon study completion, ComEd assigned each customer class a 38 

corresponding “distribution loss factor.”  This factor represents the electric energy 39 

that was lost on, or consumed by, ComEd’s distribution system during the course 40 

of delivering the electricity to customers.  I understand ComEd’s distribution loss 41 

factors for each class to be expressed as a percentage of the electric energy 42 

delivered to customers in the class.  It is my understanding that ComEd 43 

submitted its 2011 ComEd Distribution System Loss Factor Study in this docket 44 

in response to the Commission’s directive in its May 29, 2012, Final Order in 45 

Docket No. 11-0721, at page 173. 46 
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Q. What is your concern regarding the study that ComEd submitted? 47 

A. In response to Staff data request (“DR”) GER 1.01, ComEd provided a study it 48 

used to estimate the weighted average of secondary and service losses for each 49 

customer class at peak load.  The study is titled:  “ComEd Secondary and 50 

Service Loss Study,” and is dated June 13, 2012.1  This study includes an 51 

explanation of the study’s approach, as well as two appendices.  The second 52 

column in Appendix 1 refers to various methods or models that include the 53 

distribution elements that ComEd uses when supplying various customer 54 

categories.  Appendix 2 provides schematic representations of the methods or 55 

models to which Appendix 1 refers.  The first table in Appendix 1 includes the 56 

customer class “Single Family” and shows that ComEd uses Model #1, Model #2, 57 

and Model #20 to supply customers in this class.  The row for Model #1 lists 12 58 

customers on the transformer, but lists only 4 customers with services.  On page 59 

9, a review of the schematic used for Model 1 shows 12 customers on the 60 

transformer, and a separate service for each, or 12 customers with services 61 

(rather than the 4 indicated in Appendix 1).  The next two rows in the same table 62 

in Appendix 1 show 12 single family customers per transformer for Model #2 and 63 

20 customers per transformer for Model #20.  But the table in Appendix 1 64 

indicates only 4 customers using service elements for Model #2 and only 10 65 

customers for Model #20.  These numbers of customers do not appear to match 66 

the number of customers shown in the schematics included Appendix 2, which 67 

show that each customer uses a service.  In other words, the values ComEd 68 

                                            
1
 ComEd Ex. 10.6, p. 4. ComEd’s response to Staff DR ENG 1.01 is included as Attachment A. 
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provides in Appendix 1 for the number of “SF” customers with services appear to 69 

be incorrect, so I would like ComEd to further explain its entries in that table. 70 

Q. Do you have any other concerns regarding the 2011 ComEd Distribution 71 

System Loss Factor Study, submitted as ComEd Ex. 10.6? 72 

A. Yes.  My primary concern relates to ComEd’s entries in Appendix C.  Appendix 73 

C, titled:  “2011 Loss Factors – Percent of Category Load Through Elements,” 74 

shows several percentages that do not make sense to me.  For example: 75 

 Appendix C shows that ComEd supplies 85% of category “SF” load with 76 

secondary elements and 56% with service elements.  It is my understanding 77 

and belief that ComEd supplies all, or nearly all, “SF” customers with a 78 

service, and uses secondary elements for some smaller percentage of “SF” 79 

customers.  Therefore, my understanding of how ComEd supplies “SF” 80 

customers is different from what ComEd shows on Appendix C.  I would 81 

expect the percentage for service elements to be at or near 100% and the 82 

percentage for secondary elements to be some number lower than the 83 

service percentage because I believe that ComEd serves some “SF” 84 

customers directly from transformers without the need for secondary.  The 85 

schematics in Appendix 2 to ComEd’s June 13, 2012, ComEd Secondary and 86 

Service Loss Study, included as Attachment A, and ComEd’s response to 87 

DRs2 appear to corroborate my understanding. 88 

 Appendix C shows that ComEd supplies 87% of category “SF_SH” load with 89 

secondary elements and 78% with service elements.  As with “SF” customers, 90 

                                            
2
 ComEd’s response to Staff DR GER 1.04(b), included as Attachment B. 
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it is my understanding and belief that ComEd supplies all, or nearly all, 91 

“SF_SH” customers with a service and uses secondary elements for some 92 

smaller percentage of “SF” customers.  The schematics in Appendix 2 to 93 

ComEd’s June 13, 2012, ComEd Secondary and Service Loss Study, 94 

included as Attachment A, and ComEd’s response to DRs3 appear to 95 

corroborate my understanding. 96 

 Appendix C shows that ComEd supplies 100% of category “0-100 kW” load 97 

with both secondary and service elements.  Again, this is different from my 98 

understanding of how ComEd supplies some “0-100 kW” customers.  It is my 99 

understanding and belief that ComEd supplies some percentage of customers 100 

in the “0-100 kW” category directly from transformers, and so would not use 101 

secondary elements in all cases.  The schematics in Appendix 2 to ComEd’s 102 

June 13, 2012, ComEd Secondary and Service Loss Study, included as 103 

Attachment A, and ComEd’s response to DRs4 appear to corroborate my 104 

understanding. 105 

Q. Has ComEd provided any additional information in response to your DRs 106 

regarding Appendix C of ComEd Ex. 10.6? 107 

A. Yes.  In response to Staff DR GER 1.04(a), ComEd stated:  “The values for 108 

Secondary and Service system elements listed in Appendix C represent the 109 

weighted energy loss as a percent of load for those elements expressed as a 110 

percent of the peak loss of the customer category that has the largest peak loss 111 

percentage.  Unlike the other system elements in this table, the Secondary and 112 

                                            
3
 ComEd’s response to Staff DR GER 1.06(b), included as Attachment C. 

4
 ComEd’s response to Staff DR GER 1.09(b), included as Attachment D. 
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Service values do not represent the physical usage of the facilities by that 113 

customer category.”5   114 

Q. Did ComEd’s explanation satisfy you? 115 

A. No.  If the entries that ComEd included in rows 19 and 20 of Appendix C of 116 

ComEd Ex. 10.6 do not represent what the table states they represent, then 117 

ComEd should not place those values in that table.  They do not belong there.  I 118 

found no note on Appendix C of ComEd Ex. 10.6 to indicate that the values in 119 

rows 19 and 20 do not represent the percentage of category load through the 120 

secondary and service elements for each customer category, as the title of Table 121 

C indicates. 122 

Q. Do you have any additional comments or concerns regarding ComEd’s 123 

determination of distribution losses attributed to secondary and service 124 

elements? 125 

A. Yes.  ComEd explains that it used only ten service installations in samples for 126 

most customer classes in order to determine its use of secondary and service 127 

elements to supply the class.6  I am concerned that, given the number of 128 

customers in each customer class, sampling so few customers in each class may 129 

not provide an accurate picture of how ComEd uses secondary and service 130 

elements to supply the class, or the distribution losses attributable to those 131 

elements.7   132 

                                            
5
 ComEd’s response to Staff DR GER 1.04(a), included as Attachment B. 

6
 ComEd’s response to Staff DR GER 1.02, included as Attachment E. 

7
 ComEd provided the number of customers in each customer class on page 1 of Schedule A-3(a), 

included as Attachment F. 
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Q. What is your recommendation regarding ComEd presentation of 133 

distribution loss factors in the instant proceeding? 134 

A. ComEd should determine values for the percentage of category load through the 135 

secondary and service elements and include those values on Appendix C of 136 

ComEd Ex. 10.6.  In addition, referring to Appendix 1 in ComEd’s June 13, 2012, 137 

“ComEd Secondary and Service Loss Study,” ComEd should explain why it 138 

shows fewer customers in the “# of Customers on Service” column than in the “# 139 

of Customer on Transformer” column for “SF” and “SF_SH” customer classes.  140 

ComEd should also explain why it believes only ten customers from most 141 

customers classes provides an adequate sample for determining its use of 142 

secondary and service elements for those classes. 143 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 144 

A. Yes.145 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 1 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 2 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 3 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 4 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 5 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 6 of 15 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 7 of 15 

 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 8 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 9 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 10 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 11 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 12 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 13 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 14 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment A 
Page 15 of 15 

 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment B 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment C 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment D 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment E 

 



Docket No. 12-0321 
ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Attachment F 

 

 


